Application No. 10/685,478 Docket No.: BBNT-P01-191 

Request for Reconsideration dated August 6, 2007 
Reply to Office Action of May 4, 2007 

REMARKS 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejects claims 1, 2, 6-15, and 19-26 under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(a) as anticipated by BEIGI et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,345,252; hereinafter BEIGI '252); and 
rejects claims 3-5 and 16-18 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over BEIGI '252 in view of 
BEIGI et al. (U.S. 6,748,356; hereinafter BEIGI '356). Applicants respectfully traverse these 
rejections. 

As Applicants' remarks with respect to the Examiner's rejections are sufficient to overcome 
the rejections, Applicants' silence as to assertions by the Examiner in the Office Action or certain 
requirements that may be applicable to such rejections (e.g., whether a reference constitutes prior 
art, motivation to combine references, assertions as to dependent claims, etc.) is not a concession by 
Applicants that such assertions are accurate or such requirements have been met, and Applicants 
reserve the right to analyze and dispute such assertions/requirements in the future. 

As Applicants' remarks with respect to the base independent claims are sufficient to 
overcome the Examiner's rejections of all claims dependent therefrom, Applicants' silence as to the 
Examiner's assertions with respect to dependent claims is not a concession by Applicants to the 
Examiner's assertions as to these claims, and Applicants reserve the right to analyze and dispute 
such assertions in the future. 

Claims 1-26 remain pending. 

REJECTION UNDER 35 U.S.C § 102(a) BASED ON BEIGI '252 

Claims 1, 2, 6-15, and 19-26 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) as allegedly anticipated 
by BEIGI c 252 (Office Action, pg. 2). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 
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A proper rejection under 35 U.S. C. § 102 requires that a reference teach every aspect of the 
claimed invention. Any feature not directly taught must be inherently present. See M.P.E.P. § 
2131. BEIGI '252 does not disclose or suggest the combination of features in Applicants' claims 1, 
2, 6-15, and 19-26. 

For example, independent claim 1 recites a speaker identification system that includes an 
indexer configured to generate a plurality of speaker models, receive a plurality of audio segments, 
and identify speakers corresponding to the audio segments based on the speaker models, the indexer 
being unable to correctly identify at least one of the speakers, as an unidentified speaker, 
corresponding to the audio segments; and a server configured to receive, from a user, the name of 
the unidentified speaker, and provide the name of the unidentified speaker to the indexer for 
identification of the unidentified speaker in subsequent audio segments. BEIGI '252 does not 
disclose or suggest this combination of features. 

For example, BEIGI '252 does not disclose or suggest an indexer configured to identify 
speakers corresponding to audio segments based on speaker models, the indexer being unable to 
correctly identify at least one of the speakers, as an unidentified speaker, corresponding to the audio 
segments. The Examiner relies on Fig. 3 of BEIGI '252 as allegedly disclosing this feature (Office 
Action, pg. 2). Applicants disagree with the Examiner's interpretation of BEIGI '252. 

Fig. 3 of BEIGI '252 illustrates speaker index files that provide speaker labels for each 
segment of an audio file. The speaker index files maintain a plurality of records associated with a 
different segment of an audio file. For each segment identified, the speaker index files identify the 
corresponding speaker and the corresponding audio or video file containing the segment (column 6, 
lines 41-50). Fig. 3 of BEIGI '252 does not mention an indexer being unable to correctly identify at 
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least one of the speakers as an unidentified speaker. In fact, Fig. 3 of BEIGI '252 illustrates a 
speaker for every segment. Therefore, Fig. 3 of BEIGI '252 does not disclose or suggest an index er 
configured to identify speakers corresponding to audio segments based on speaker models, the 
indexer being unable to correctly identify at least one of the speakers, as an unidentified speaker, 
corresponding to the audio segments, as required by claim 1 . 

Because BEIGI '252 does not disclose or suggest an indexer configured to identify speakers 
corresponding to audio segments based on speaker models, the indexer being unable to correctly 
identify at least one of the speakers, as an unidentified speaker, corresponding to the audio 
segments, BEIGI '252 cannot possibly disclose or suggest a server configured to receive, from a 
user, the name of the unidentified speaker, and provide the name of the unidentified speaker to the 
indexer for identification of the unidentified speaker in subsequent audio segments, as further 
required by claim 1. However, the Examiner relies on Fig. 4 of BEIGI '252 as allegedly disclosing 
this feature. Applicants respectfully disagree with the Examiner's interpretation of BEIGI '252. 

Fig. 4 of BEIGI '252 discloses a process, used to register or enroll speakers, that includes 
providing the name of a speaker to a speaker enrollment process along with a speaker training file 
(column 6, lines 59-63). Fig. 4 of BEIGI '252 does not mention unidentified speakers, let alone a 
server configured to receive, from a user, the name of the unidentified speaker, and provide the 
name of the unidentified speaker to the indexer for identification of the unidentified speaker in 
subsequent audio segments, as required by claim 1 . 

For at least the foregoing reasons, Applicants submit that claim 1 is not anticipated by 
BEIGI '252. 
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Claims 2 and 6-12 depend from claim 1, Therefore, claims 2 and 6-12 are not anticipated by 
BEIGI '252 for at least the reasons given above with respect to claim 1. Moreover, these claims 
recite additional features not disclosed or suggested by BEIGI '252. 

For example, claim 6 recites that the server is further configured to locate one or more 
additional audio segments from the unidentified speaker, and present the one or more additional 
audio segments to the user for confirmation that the one or more additional audio segments were 
produced by the unidentified speaker. Since, as noted above, BEIGI '252 does not disclose an 
unidentified speaker, BEIGI '252 cannot possibly disclose that the server is further configured to 
locate one or more additional audio segments from the unidentified speaker, and present the one or 
more additional audio segments to the user for confirmation that the one or more additional audio 
segments were produced by the unidentified speaker. However, the Examiner relies on column 7, 
line 60 - column 8, line 5 of BEIGI '252 as allegedly disclosing these features of claim 6 (Office 
Action, pg. 3). Applicants respectfully disagree with the Examiner's interpretation of BEIGI '252. 

At column 7, line 60 - column 8, line 5, BEIGI '252 discloses: 

As discussed further below, the speaker-based information retrieval system consists of two 
components: (1) an acoustic-change detection system (often referred to as speaker 
segmentation), and (2) a speaker-independent, language-independent, text-independent 
speaker recognition system. To automate the speaker identification process, the boundaries 
(turns) between non-homogeneous speech portions must be detected during step 550. Each 
homogeneous segment should correspond to the speech of a single speaker. Once delineated, 
each segment can be classified as having been spoken by a particular speaker (assuming the 
segment meets the minimum segment length requirement required for speaker recognition 
system). 

This section of BEIGI '252 discloses that the speaker-based information retrieval system consists of 
two components: (1) an acoustic-change detection system, and (2) a speaker-independent, language- 
independent, text-independent speaker recognition system. This section of BEIGI '252 does not 
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mention an unidentified speaker, let alone that the server is further configured to locate one or more 
additional audio segments from the unidentified speaker, and present the one or more additional 
audio segments to the user for confirmation that the one or more additional audio segments were 
produced by the unidentified speaker, as required by claim 6. 

For at least this additional reason, Applicants submit that claim 6 is not anticipated by 
BEIGI '252. 

Independent claims 13, 14, 25, and 26 recite features similar to, yet possibly of different 
scope than, features recited above with respect to claim 1. Therefore, claims 13, 14, 25, and 26 are 
not anticipated by BEIGI '252 for at least reasons similar to the reasons given above with respect to 
claim 1. 

Claims 15 and 19-24 depend from claim 14. Therefore, claims 15 and 19-24 are not 
anticipated by BEIGI '252 for at least the reasons given above with respect to claim 14. Moreover, 
these claims recite additional features not disclosed or suggested by BEIGI '252. 

For example, claim 19 recites features similar to, yet possibly of different scope than, 
features recited above with respect to claim 6. Therefore, claim 19 is not anticipated by BEIGI '252 
for reasons similar to the reasons given above with respect to claim 6. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, Applicants respectfully request the reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) rejection of claims 1, 2, 6-15, and 19-26 as allegedly 
anticipated by BEIGI '252. 

REJECTION UNDER 35 U.S.C § 103(a) BASED ON BEIGI '252 AND BEIGI '356 

Claims 3-5 and 16-18 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over BEIGI 
'252 in view of BEIGI '356 (Office Action, pg. 4). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 
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Claims 3-5 depend from claim 1. While not acquiescing in the Examiner's rejection, 
Applicants respectfully submit that the disclosure of BEIGI '356 does not remedy the deficiencies 
in the disclosure of BEIGI '252 set forth above with respect to claim 1. Therefore, claims 3-5 are 
patentable over BEIGI '252 and BEIGI '356, whether taken alone or in any reasonable combination, 
for at least the reasons given above with respect to claim 1. 

Claims 16-18 depend from claim 14. While not acquiescing in the Examiner's rejection, 
Applicants respectfully submit that the disclosure of BEIGI '356 does not remedy the deficiencies 
in the disclosure of BEIGI '252 set forth above with respect to claim 14. Therefore, claims 16-18 
are patentable over BEIGI '252 and BEIGI '356, whether taken alone or in any reasonable 
combination, for at least the reasons given above with respect to claim 14. 

For at least these reasons, Applicants respectfully request the reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection of claims 3-5 and 16-18 as allegedly unpatentable 
over BEIGI '252 and BEIGI '356. 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing remarks, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and 
allowance of pending claims 1-26. If the Examiner believes that the application is not now in 
condition for allowance, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner contact the undersigned 
to discuss any outstanding issues. 
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Applicants believe no fee is due with this response. However, if a fee is due, please charge 
our Deposit Account No. 18-1945, under Order No. BBNT-P01-191 from which the undersigned is 
authorized to draw. 



Dated: August 6, 2007 




EdwarcLA. Gordon 

R^stration No.: 54,130 
FISH & NEAVE IP GROUP, ROPES & GRAY 
LLP 

One International Place 
Boston, Massachusetts 02110 
(617) 951-7000 
(617) 951-7050 (Fax) 
Attorneys/Agents For Applicant 
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